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ABSTRACT

AN EXPLORATORY RESEARCH ON U.S. ARMY PERSONNEL'S VIOLENT
CRIMES IN THE U.S. AND KOREA:
A PERSPECTIVE OF MILITARY SUBCULTURE

By

Chang-Hun Lee

By analyzing crime data of the U.S. Army Judiciary, the present research
examines violent crimes committed by U.S. Army personnel stationed in the
continental U.S. and in foreign countries, i.e., Korea. The main questions
examined are whether the U.S. soldiers commit more violent crime, what types of
soldiers commit more violent crime, whether the U.S. soldiers commit more sex
offense in overseas missions, and why they commit more sex offenses in foreign
countries. Some demographic variables measured include age, race, marital
status, educational level, rank, Military Occupational Specialty (MOS), alcohol
use, and crime types. Findings indicate that married male drunken soldiers, who
are sergeant or staff sergeant in combat operation unit, are more likely to commit
violent crime than others, and that married soldiers who are stationed in Korea
are more likely to commit sex offenses than others. From the results policy

recommendations for military and for overseas deployment are suggested.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

All throughout the history of the world in times of war and when armed
forces have been stationed in a country, some military personnel commit crimes.
Well-publicized examples are: “Rape of Nanking” in 1937, “Comfort Women” by
Japan (Chang, 1997; Durham & Loff, 2001), Nogun-Ri massacre in 1950 by the
U.S. (Lee, 1999b; Shin, 1999; U.S. Army, 2001), and massacres in Vietnam by
Korean troops and by the U.S. Armed Forces (Linder, 2001; Wehrfritz & Moreau,
2000). When foreign soldiers invade another country which they see as the
“enemy”, then this may be an excuse for committing crimes against the people of
that country, even though international laws define it as crime.

However, when “friendly” foreign troops are stationed in a country in
peacetime, they also often commit crimes against the local people. For instances,
Yoon, Kum-i, a 26-year-old Korean woman, was raped and murdered by United
States (hereafter referred to as U.S.) soldier in October 1992 (National Campaign
for Eradication of Crime by U.S. Troops in Korea [NCECUSTK], 2000). A 12-
year-old Japanese elementary schoolgirl was abducted and raped by three U.S.
military personnel in September 1995 (Anonymous, 1996; Wiseman, 2000), and,
more recently in 2000, a U.S. soldier was sentenced for abducting, sodomizing,
raping, and killing an 11-year-old Kosovo girl (Nordwall, 2000). Without doubt,
this is crime not only against a person, but against humanitarian society in the
modern country as well. But what types of soldiers commit crimes, and why do
they hurt their friends like this?

Unfortunately contemporary military sociologists or even criminologists
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may not have answers for these questions, because, as an excuse, the U.S.
Department of Defense (hereafter referred to as DoD) has kept the research on
the military and military crime confidential so that the public has not been able to
access it (Coates & Pellegrin, 1965, p. 10 — 13), and because sociologists have
“ignored” the unique configurations of crime and deviancy associated with one of
the largest work systems in the world, the United States military establishment
(see Bryant, 1979; Lennon, 1994).

In addition to this vacuum of study on military crime, friendly deployed
soldiers’ crimes against local people may cause a political dilemma between the
countries. When U.S. soldiers, who are called to “support multinational efforts to
ameliorate human suffering and bring peace (William Cohen’s 1997 Annual
Report)” (Warren, 1999), commit crimes against people of that country, can the
U.S. deployment to the country be justified? For example, when Yoon, Kum-i was
raped and murdered by a U.S. soldier in 1992, an anti-American movement
emerged (Lee, 2000). Huge demonstrations followed to publicize U.S. military
crimes in Korea and to pressure Korean and the U.S. governments into revising
the Status of Forces Agreement (hereafter referred to as SOFA) (NCECUSTK,
2000; Korean Times, 1999). A similar case occurred in Japan right after three
U.S. soldiers raped a 12-year-old schoolgirl in 1995 (Anonymous, 1996;
Wiseman, 2000).

On any given day, the U.S. armed forces have “140,000 soldiers and
civilians deployed in 65 different countries” in the world (US Army, 2001). Since
the end of the Cold War, the U.S. armed forces have been deployed more than

20 times for “non-conventional” operations, such as peacekeeping, peace
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enforcement, humanitarian assistance, deterrence and conflict (Doyle, Lewis, &
Williams, 1996, see Franke, 1998: p. 253 — 254). With respect to size and the
stated mission of the U.S. armed forces, when friendly deployed U.S. soldiers
commit crimes against local people, how does the DoD and the U.S. government
resolve the political dilemma?

The importance of this research studying violent crimes committed by the
U.S. military personnel lies in that this study may provide the DoD with general
characteristics of military crimes, possible reasons for the crimes with a statistical
analysis of crime data. By doing so, this research may help military authorities to
manage and hopefully reduce military crimes, not only in the continental U.S., but
also in foreign countries where the U.S. armed forces are deployed. In addition,
with this research, this author would like to establish a cornerstone for knowledge
of military sociology and military crime.

In this research, some questions examined include whether U.S. military
personnel commit more violent crimes in foreign countries than in the U.S., what
type of U.S. soldiers commit more violent crimes in foreign countries, and what
factors may influence the soldiers to commit more violent crimes. At first, historic
cases of military crime in war and peacetime will be shown. Then the distinct
military sociology and subculture will be studied. While explaining military
sociology, this study will attempt to integrate military subculture and

criminological theory applicable to military crime.



|. Structure and Scope of the Study

1. Structure of the study

This study will begin with defining military sociology and subcuilture,
military crime, and with showing historic cases of military crimes in wartime and
peacetime. Subsequently, trend of military sociology studies conducted by some
researchers after catastrophic world wars and several “small” wars are discussed.
Then, based on the previous research, this study will categorize those previous
research results into two main categories: general factors and differential factors.

In the analysis part of this research, this author will show trends of
military crime and demographic characteristics of perpetrators from 1995 to 2000
in the regard to overall crime rate, violent crime rate, and property crime rate of
the U.S. soldiers in both the U.S. and foreign countries. The general factors will,
then, be examined to test whether U.S. soldiers commit more violent crimes than
property crime, and whether the U.S. soldiers commit higher rates for a certain
type of violent crime than in other violent crimes. This research will, then, analyze
whether there is a significant difference among a certain type of violent crime rate

in the U.S., and those in Korea and in Europe.

2. Scope of the study

First of all, since the data that will be used in this study has been
accumulated by the U.S. Army Judiciary, this study cannot include the general
population of all the U.S. military service members, except the U.S. Army
personnel who were accused of violent or property crimes. Thus, the unit of

analysis will be the accused U.S. Army persons in the U.S., Europe, and Korea.
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Secondly, the reason that this author gathered the data ranging from
1995 to 2000 is to study the SOFA and its effect. Since the SOFA between Korea
and the U.S. was revised in 1991, a new revision argument has emerged by the
Korean government and Korean civilian anti-American groups since 1995 (Lee,
2000). The reason was that, after five years of revision in 1991, there has been
no significant change in U.S military violent crime trends and case numbers dealt
with by Korean courts (Lee, 2000). In 1995, the two countries agreed to revise
the SOFA (NCECUSTK, 1999), and after a five-year negotiation, the U.S. and
South Korea agreed on new rules giving South Korea more jurisdiction over U.S.
soldiers accused of crimes in 2000 (Nordwall, 2000). Even though the SOFA was
revised in 2000, still some lawyers and law professors in Korea argue that the
SOFA between Korea and the U.S. does not have the equality, which the SOFA
between NATO and the U.S. has (Boo & Kim, 2000). Thus, the period between
1995 and 2000 could be considered as a transition era when the SOFA did not
have proper control over U.S. military crimes in Korea. However, further research
must compare two periods: a period before the new revision (2000), and later the

new revision to test control effects of the SOFA.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

I. General Knowledge on Military Crime & Research Trend

In this chapter, definitions of military sociology and subculture, a
definition of military crime, and historic cases of commonly quoted and well-
publicized military crimes in wartime and peacetime will be studied. This author
will then review the chronological trend of research on military sociology, and

military crimes.

1. Definitions of “military sociology” and “military subculture”

Military sociology is a field of sociology, which focuses on military
establishments in the same way that sociology research focuses on other social
entities in the world (Coates et al., 1965). The major concerns of military
sociology include military society, culture, institutions, social differentiation, social
group, control, and change (Coates et al., 1965). Among these, military culture
means the totality of what is learned by military individuals; it is a way of life, a
mode of thinking, acting, and feeling (Coates et al., 1965). The military subculture

refers to the military culture when it is compared to the dominant social culture.

2. Definition of “military crime”

Military crime may have three categories: specific (or summary), special,
and general crimes (Lennon, 1988, 1994). Specific crimes are defined
“specifically in reference to civilian codes”; for example, murder, manslaughter,

larceny, and so on, but special crimes do not have “a specific civilian analog (i.e.,
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hazarding a vessel, willful disobedience, etc.)” (Lennon, 1994, p. 399). General

crimes have no civilian parallel. They are defined as behaviors that:

...all disorders and neglects to the prejudice of good order and discipline in the
armed forces, all conduct of a nature to bring discredit upon the armed forces, and
crimes and offenses not capital...(Manual for Courts-Martial, Article 134, 1984

Edition, p. IV-109).

This means that military activities that may discredit the U.S. armed forces are
considered as general crimes of military.

Another researcher categorized military crimes into three different broad
categories: crimes against property, crimes against persons, and crimes against
performance (Bryant, 1979, p. 8 — 10). The crimes against property include
destruction of property, theft, forgery, and so forth, and the crimes against
persons involve activities harming human beings, such as assault, rape, murder,
and torture of persons. Otherwise, the crime against performance, which is
distinct from crimes in the civilian sector, refers to activities related to military
works or performance.

Bryant's crimes against property and person seem to correspond to
Lennon'’s specific crimes, and the crimes against performance to the special
crimes and the general crimes of Lennon'’s typology. Bryant's crimes against
performance and Lennon’s latter two types of crimes seem to need to be studied,
not inside of the civilian criminological context but in the context of the military’s

own criminal and social knowledge.



Thus, in this research, “military crime” is designated in Bryant's crimes as
against persons and property, and in Lennon’s as specific crimes. In other words,
military crime is defined in this research as a crime which is committed by one or
more military personnel, and which harms either human beings or property that

belongs to either the military institution or to civilian society.

3. Historic cases of military crimes in wartime and peacetime

In wartime: Throughout the history of the world, numerous wars have
occurred, and these vital conflicts between human beings sacrificed uncountable
number of people’s lives toward the next step of social evolution. Researchers
argue that killing on a battlefield may be morally justified by war conventions with
an argument that “waging war by the state is political communities’ right to use
their military forces” (Groll-Ya ari, 1994; see also Walzer, 1977). But, for whatever
reason, war cannot be justified without existence of a “supreme emergency”
(Walzer, 1977, p. 251 — 254). In other words, war only can be morally justified
when the war saves people and serves as a servant for righteousness of
protecting and killing human beings.

However, during wartime, anti-humanitarian behaviors have frequently
occurred, and many of those violent crimes targeted women in wartime. Seifert
(1996) argued, “Mass rapes and sexual torture of women in times of crisis and
war are not new phenomena.” Moreover, Scarry (1985) argued that wars are an
expression of cultural destruction/deconstruction, and the best way of cultural
destruction is injuring and destroying human beings, especially raping women.

There are many well-known examples of the cultural deconstruction by
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raping women in wartime throughout world history. In 1937, Japanese soldiers
raped, tortured, and murdered approximately 20,000 Chinese women in Nanking
during the first month of the Japanese occupation (Chang, 1997). After the World
War Il, German war criminals were tried in Nuremberg for their genocidal
activities and tattooing “Whore for Hitler's Troops” on the body of Jewish women
and using them accordingly (Seifert, 1996). Similarly, Japanese military abducted
and locked up the 100,000 — 200,000 Korean women in military camps for sexual
service to the “Empire Soldiers” calling them “comfort women” during World War
Il (Durham et al., 2001; Seifert, 1996).

Besides raping women during wartime, a more direct form of the cultural
deconstruction could be found in the history of wars. For example, in the 1950s,
the U.S. military allegedly killed 400 civilians in Nogun Ri located in southern
Korean peninsula at the beginning of the Korean War (US Army, 2001; Lee,
1999b; Shin, 1999). During the Vietnam War, Korean troops killed more than
8,000 Vietnamese civilians, and most of the victims were women and children
(Wehrfritz et al., 2000). A U.S. Army officer, Lt. William Calley, was tried for his
slaughter of 504 civilians at My Lai in 1968 after the end of the Vietham War (see
Linder, 2001; Wehrfritz et al., 2000).

In peacetime: Regardless of the nationality of military units or personnel,
violent military crimes against people during peacetime have been widely
reported. Among them, crimes against women, particularly rape, appear to be
most prevalent in the content of the military crimes against local people (see
Morris, 1996). For instance, Yoon, Kum-i murder case, which served as a catalyst

of civil anti-Americanism in Korea, was a well-publicized typical U.S. military
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crime case in Korea (NCECUSTK, 2000). In December 28, 1992, Ms. Yoon, a
26-year-old prostitute who lived near the U.S. military base, Camp Casey, was
raped and gruesomely murdered by a U.S. soldier, Kenneth Markle, 20-year-old,
PFC (Private First Class) in the 25" Infantry Brigade. At the crime scene, the
Korean police and U.S. military CID (Criminal Investigation Department) had to
remove an umbrella from her vulva, and at the autopsy of the victim, a beer bottle
was found in her uterus (NCECUSTK, 2000). Since the Yoon, kum-i case, even
though the case detonated an anti-American movement and this gave a warning
to U.S. military commanders and soldiers in Korea, the average numbers of
violent crime by U.S. military personnel in Korea has increased so far (Hong,
1999; NCECUSTK, 2000).

For other examples, in Okinawa, Japan, three U.S. military soldiers
raped a 12-year-old schoolgirl in 1995 (Anonymous, 1996; Wiseman, 2000). The
crime brought 80,000 protesters onto the streets (Wiseman, 2000). More recently,
in January 2000, Staff Sergeant Frank J. Ronghi raped, sodomized, and
suffocated an 11-year-old Kosovo girl to death (Nordwall, 2000). The girl's death
raised tensions between the peacekeeping troops in Kosovo and the ethnic

Albanians (Nordwall, 2000).

4. Chronological trend of military sociology and crime research

As mentioned previously, some military crime researchers asserted that
sociologists and/or military jurisprudents have tended to ignore military crimes
(Bryant, 1979; Lennon, 1994). Coates et al. (1979, p. 12) argued that the reason

that military sociology could not build its own “pyramid of knowledge” was due to

10



the withholding of cumulated research results from the public. However, despite
the lack of research on military sociology and military crimes, a trend of military
sociology research can be traced back to the end of the World War |l.

A research movement on military sociology began with World War |l
because considerable sociological knowledge had accumulated by that time, and
because many professional sociologists within and outside of the military were
willing to provide their knowledge to the wartime military establishment (Coates
et al., 1979). In addition, the military authority also needed to study the military
member’s attitude and culture because of the war and rapid mobilization in the
society, and because numerous civilians moved into military environments that
they hardly understood (Coates et al., 1979).

In 1941, the Research Branch of the Information and Education Division
of the Army was established for the purpose of studying the attitude and opinion
of military personnel, and in 1949, as a result, Samuel Stouffer and his
associates published a four volume work, entitied “Studies in Social Psychology
in World War 11.” Since 1950, although the DoD and the various branches of the
Armed Forces have continued to conduct studies in military sociology, the net
result of these efforts were turned over to the military sponsors and “left
unavailable to the general public” (see Coates et al., 1979, p. 9 - 13).

After the research movement organized by the DoD in the two decades
of the 1940s and the 1950s, some military research sporadically emerged on
various topics. In the 1960s, military sociologists devoted themselves to studying
and structuring military sociology, culture, and laws (e.g., Bednar, 1962; Coates

et al., 1965; Lang & March, 1965).
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In the 1970s, military studies seemed to be influenced by the Vietham
War and by its social effect on American society. Some research focused on war
and military crime (e.g., Brayant, 1979; Kroll, 1976; Walzer, 1977), and military
transition after the war from institutional organization to occupational organization
(e.g., Janowitz, 1975, 1977, Lang et al., 1965; Moskos, 1977).

In the 1980s, a relatively small amount of military research could be
found. Based on Moskos’s and Janowitz's works, the military research mainly
focused on studying the military’s institutional or occupational model (I/0 model)
(e.g., Moskos & Woods, 1988; Stevenson, 1987). Military crime study consisted
mainly of “drug abuse in the military” research (see Beary, Mazzuchi, & Richie,
1983) and research on the U.S. Army legal system (Lennon, 1988) was
conducted.

In the decade of the 1990s, the characteristic of military studies can be
defined as ‘the era of subdivision of military research topics’ or ‘military
research’s golden era’ because the topics became diverse and the quantity of
research became larger. As results of fundamental and accumulated knowledge
on military sociology, culture and institution, the topic of military research was
specified and subdivided into several agenda. The topics studied in this era
include substance abuse topic (e.g., Bary, Kroutil, & Marsden, 1995; Li & Ballweg,
1991), military culture, values, ethics and sociology issues (e.g., Alpass, Long,
MacDonald, & Chamberlain, 1999; Bodnar, 1999; Burk, 1998; Dunivin, 1994,
Franke, 1998; Groll-Ya ari, 1994, Priest & Beach, 1998; Schwartz & Marsh, 1999;
Soeters, 1997; Soeters et al., 1998; Warren, 1999; Whitten, 1999), management

and recruitment issues (e.g., Cooke & Quester, 1992; Fernandez, 1992; Lakhani,
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1994; Rohall, Segal, & Segal, 1999), military crimes and laws (e.g., Firestone &
Harris, 1994; Lennon, 1994; Newton, 1996; Seifert, 1994), and militarization (e.g.,
Caufield, 1999; Haggerty & Ericson, 1999; Kraska, 1999a, 1999b).

Even though only one and a half years into the 2000s, this decade will be
a significantly different era from others, because a new research topic is
emerging. The new topic is “rape by military in wartime”, although some research
had already conducted on this issue (e.g., Seifert, 1996; Whitten, 1999). This is
because some rape cases have drawn not only the public’s attention, but some
academia’s interests as well (see Lewis-Horne, 2000; Mumola, 2000; see also
Mee, 1999; Sarai, 1999).

In the review of the chronological trend of military sociology and crimes,
an interesting finding is that most of the studies focused military sociology
including military culture, values, institutional or occupational argument and

militarization, rather than on military crimes (see Bryant, 1979).
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ll. Variables Related to Military Crime

In this section, variables related to military crime, which were founded in
the previous research, will be discussed and categorized into two categories:
general factors and differential factors. The general factors include masculine
paradigm, combat paradigm, rank structure of military, and alcohol consumption.
Based on the previous research results, this author will argue that these factors
affect military personnel to commit more violent crimes than property crimes
regardless of their different deployment location.

The differential factors include marriage and different environments of
deployment location of soldiers, and based on the previous research, this author
will argue that these factors affect military personnel to commit more a certain

type of violent crime in different locations.

1. Masculine paradigm

In a society or an institution, there are distinctive values, norms and
attitudes. Of importance are that these largely constitute societal or institutional
cultures, and that these are foundations of a paradigm (Levin, 1991). A paradigm
is a particular perspective or view of the world, and this is very important to
understand social phenomena (Dunivin, 1994). Then, what are the military’s own
values, attitudes, and notions? And what are the military’s basic paradigms
explaining its own culture?

Definition: Military culture is characterized by two main paradigms: the
combat paradigm and the masculine paradigm (Dunivin, 1994). The masculine

paradigm refers to “cult of masculinity”, which accompanies masculine norms,
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values, and lifestyles (Dunivin, 1994; see Moskos, 1970), and it is an
organization of character around sexual desire, and ongoing developmental
construction, rather than completed building (Morgan, 1994).

Construction process & traits: Coates et al. (1979, p. 28 — 34) mentioned

that the military institution’s value system stresses patriotism, integrity, progress,
efficiency, practicality, rationality, work and activity, and success; rather than
equality, freedom, individualism, quality of life, and democracy, which are
stressed by the civilian value system in America. These military values constitute
the “masculine paradigm”, because the masculine paradigm is accompanying
masculine norms, values, and lifestyles (Dunivin, 1994), and because the
masculine norms, values, and lifestyles are those of duty and country (the U.S.
Army’s traditional notion, patriotism), cohesion and command (integrity), combat
effectiveness (efficiency), combat readiness (practicality, and work and activity),
dominance (progress and success) (Coates et al., 1979; Franke, 1998; Soeters
et al., 1998; Woodward, 1998).

Some traits of masculinity are braveness, wildness, dominance, violence,
and aggressiveness (Woodward, 1998). These traits of the military are
constructed and reinforced by the military recruitment and military socialization
(Morgan, 1994).

First, by and large, the military institution recruits male soldiers. Soeters
et al. (1998, p. 4) studied culture and discipline of international military
academies, and found that homogeneity of military academies in terms of gender
ratio was large: “more than 90% of the respondents is male” in military

academies across sixteen countries. This disproportion of gender is because of
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the origin of the military entity and its roles for preparing and carrying out of war
(Coates et al., 1965). Morgan argued that “of all the sites where masculinities are
constructed, reproduced, and deployed, those associated with war and the
military are some of the most direct” (1994, p. 165).

In addition, the military laws and policies still prohibit female employment
for certain types of military occupations, such as ground armor crew members.
The justifications for the exclusionary laws and policies are physical traits of
females, such as pregnancy (Fields, 1997), relative physical weakness (Whitten,
1999), and combat readiness and effectiveness (Coates et al., 1965; Dunivin,
1998). According to Fields's research (1997, p. 49), for example, in less than
seven months in Bosnia, between December 1995 and July 1996, at lease one
female soldiers was evacuated every three days “for being too heavy with child.”

Secondly, these masculine military culture and values are transmitted
down to newcomers of the military, and are trained, enculturated and reinforced
by military training. In other words, undoubtedly, the masculine paradigm is
maintained and transmitted down to the next generation of military personnel by
recruiting largely males and by militarizing them (Morgan, 1994). (This military
socialization, which is referred to as militarization in this research, will be
discussed further in the following section.)

Thus, these military values and norms construct military culture, which is
a subculture in the society which the military belongs to, and this military
subculture is transmitted to the next generation of military members through the
militarization processes, which are comprised of recruitment, military drills,

training, and reinforcement of punishments and rewards.
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Problem: Throughout the militarization processes, which demand
physical domination, competitiveness, toughness, and self-restraint, hegemony
of masculinity is contested, and force soldiers to adapt themselves to military life
and its subculture (Woodward, 1998).

This hegemonic masculinity is characterized by ascendancy and
tolerance of violence for domination, and causes violence, particularly against
women (Woodward, 1998). Some argue that white male’s racism and sexism are
an exaggerated expression of the hegemonic masculinity (e.g., Morgan, 1994),
because based on Anglo-American values, the white male is in the higher status
in the hierarchy, and they have hegemony (Kennedy, 1996). Compared to them,
other ethnic females are in lower position, and they tend to try to escalate in the
hierarchy. With respect to hegemony, there must be a conflict between each
group.

Therefore, based on the masculinity values, such as dominance,
violence, braveness, wildness, and aggressiveness, male soldiers in the military
subculture will respond more violently in the conflict than female soldiers and
than civilian counterparts. For example, in a recent research, Mumola (2000)
found that among the federal, state, and local prisoners, male veterans who had
military experience were more likely to commit violent crimes than civilian
counterparts. Most of the veterans, who were incarcerated in various levels of
prisons, were charged with violent activities, especially sexual offenses (31% of
all violent offenses). In sum, the military culture has a masculine subculture. This
character will affect male soldiers’ behaviors to act more violently than female or

civilian counterparts.
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2. Combat paradigm

The zenith of military activity, which defines its existence and purpose, is
combat. Dunivin (1994, p. 3) mentioned that “military structures and forces are
built around combat activities—ground combat divisions, fighter air wings, and
naval aircraft carrier battle groups.” Accordingly, the armed forces are organized
by the core purposes of their existence and distinguishing between combat arms
and support activities, and this notion emphasizing combat activity constitutes the
military’s “combat paradigm” (Dunivin, 1994).

Definition: This combat paradigm refers to militarization (or militarism) as
a perspective or view of the world, which emphasizes “the use of force and
domination as appropriate means to solve problems and gain political power,
while glorifying the means to accomplish this — military power, hardware, and
technology” (Kraska, 1994, p. 3).

In this research, militarization is divided into two levels: macro-level and
micro-level militarization. Macro-level militarization means the militarization
process in social organizations or institutions, such as militarizing police
departments and policing (Haggerty & Ericson, 1999; Kraska, 1999a, 1999b). In
contrast, micro-level militarization refers to militarizing movement within individual
personal perspective, for example, combat skill training and the Military
Occupational Specialty (MOS).

Construction process & Traits: As mentioned in the previous section, the

masculine paradigm is transmitted to new generations of military personnel by
reproduction and reinforcement methods, such as military recruitment and

training. Among them military trainings reinforce masculine characteristics to be
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enculturated among military personnel.

Bryant (1979) argued that military training embodies soldier’s killing skills,
mental braveness, and propensity of physical dominance over counterparts, such
as the enemy, and that throughout the training, mystical notions and exaggerated
beliefs about his new self are encultured in the individual soldiers. Similarly,
Morgan (1994, p. 166) stated that “combat and military experience separates
men from women, and this separation reaches deep into a man’s sense of
identity and self.” This argument is further realized in another recent research.
Woodward (1998) argued that military training is a process in which tasks are
endlessly taught and tested, and through this repetition of tasks, masculine
gender identity is constructed and reinforced. Thus, the military training
reinforces masculinity in the military institution, and vice versa.

Among these tasks and trainings, as a micro-level militarization, the MOS,
which is rewarded after demonstration of proficiency in the given specialty,
reinforces an individual's specialized militaristic skills, such as combat
engineering, and this involves “equipping the soldier to be an efficient combat
killer” (Bryant, 1979, p. 62). Thus, there should be a difference between
characters of infantryman specialized in combat MOS and those of other support
unit soldiers, even though initial military basic training is mandatory for all recruits.

Moreover, Woodward (1998) argued that physical fitness and durability
for physical demands are grounds for the infantrymen to kill the enemy and to
survive in a war environment, and this means an infantryman of the military is
more likely to be enculturated with hegemonic masculinity. Linking combat
training and the MOS with masculinity, Woodward (1998) argued that masculinity
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is reinforced by the infantryman'’s training, and then the combat training
reinforces masculinity among infantryman.

Thus, it is logical to think that a combat unit soldier is more masculine
than other support unit soldiers because of military combat training that
emphasizes physical fitness, braveness, and killing skills. This means that a
combat unit soldier will respond to a situation more violently than other support
unit soldiers do, because the combat unit’s values and norms are more tolerant
of violence and physical behaviors which are oriented at man’s body and its drive,

and because they learn how to dominate others by killing or fighting.

3. Rank system of military

Even though American society stresses social values of freedom,
democracy, and individualism (Coates et al., 1965), one of the distinct
characteristics of the military is the well-structured rigid hierarchy, i.e., rank
system (Lang et al., 1965). This unique system in the military institution works as
a direct behavior control mechanism, which provides indirect cues concerning
what is acceptable in the institution (Soeters et al., 1998).

However, according to Huntington’s professionalism argument, the
military rank system could be dichotomously divided into two parts:
commissioned officers and enlisted soldiers (Groll-Ya ari, 1994; Huntington, 1957,
p. 3 — 20). His notion was that officers are the only professional soldiers who
have knowledge and intellectual skills for combat and managing military, and
have loyalty to the ideal of the good soldier (Huntington, 1957, p. 17 — 18).

About a decade later, Coates et al. (1965, p. 222 — 224) mentioned in
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their work that officers become more fully dedicated to military service by building
their honorable and ethical boundaries than temporary officers, who think of their
jobs as “brief interludes” in their life-careers, and temporary civilian enlisted
service men (non-career enlisted men) do, and with respect to dedication of their
life, some highly ranked enlisted service men (career enlisted men) should be
considered as professional soldiers. They further argued that the non-career
enlisted man may reject many of the values which the military considers basic to
effective organizational performance. These researchers arguments are based
on “professional motivation” (Groll-Ya ari, 1994, p. 3), which differs from the
temporary civilian solders’ motivation, such as “economic or political appeals.”
Thus, it is reasonable to think that military officers, who have honorable
and ethical boundaries of behavior, and highly ranked enlisted servicemen, who
dedicate their lives, will be less likely to commit crimes than temporary civilian
soldiers who are motivated by economical or political benefits of military jobs
rather than the loyalty and honor of it. In addition, it is believed that the military
institution has less equality of opportunity and freedom of life and self, which are
dominant values of the American society (Coates et al., 1965). Coates et al.
argued that:
Armed forces are organized in terms of rank, with an attendant inequality of
privileges and obligations. Relationships between persons of different ranks are
formally prescribed and followed in detailed ritual. Military society provides
detailed rules and regulations to govern the behavior of persons holding each
position in the hierarchy. So each military personnel may have a tendency to go

up in its hierarchy to obtain more freedom and equality of opportunity.
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This is also contingent with the traits of hegemonic masculinity. In other words,
based on the hegemonic masculinity characters, “rank” could be the goal of life in
the military to achieve using every meaningful measure to obtain more freedom
and equality. Like Jackson Toby's the “stake in conformity”, the fear of losing
important relationships in a person’s life may be a barrier to acting out the
impulse to violate, and thus, the greater the stake in something of importance to
the person, the less likely the urge to violate it will be acted upon. In this respect,
the “rank” of an individual in the military, especially highly ranked service man like
a commissioned officer, may develop a “stake in conformity”, and then will be

less likely to commit crimes.

4. Alcohol consumption and military recreation

One of the problematic cultures of military life is recreation for military
personnel. This is not an individual problem, but a structural and cultural problem
of military institution. Coates et al. (1965) argued that many civilians perceive
servicemen as lower class people, as drinking too much, and as engaging in
promiscuous behavior. The basic reason for these recreational problems is the
nature of the military job itself, “high degree of mobility,” which is caused by
frequent changes in job assignment (Coates et al., 1965).

In addition, historically, the military’s masculinity values and norms
(masculinity paradigm) have tended to encourage alcohol use as a recreational
means (Bray, et al., 1995; Bryant, 1979). Bryant (1979) gave precise insight of

sex, alcohol and military masculinity in his work:
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Military life is the scene of a wide variety of deviant behavior ranging from
excessive use of alcohol and narcotic addiction, to sex crimes, and even mass
murder. (p. 7)....Although many armies attempt to provide prostitutes (some
even have prostitute units attached to military units), promote or encourage
contiguous prostitution, or at least tacitly tolerate prostitution, this never
provides an adequate range of sexual outlets for the troops. Alcohol serves the
function of relieving the tension of or blunting sexual drives, acting as a kind of
sexual anesthetic. It may be a substitute for sex, or at least make prostituted
sex more acceptable. (p. 176). .... Thus, the ability to drink large émounts of
alcohol is something of a masculine test and in some ways a test of suitability

for the demanding masculine military role. (p. 178).

Military authorities also have tended to encourage alcohol consumption
with structured methods. For example, alcoholic beverages have been available
to military personnel at reduced prices in any military complexes, and have been
used to reward hard work, ease interpersonal tensions, and promote unit
cohesion (Bray, et al., 1995).

However, a problem with the military and alcohol is that alcohol
consumption causes some violent activities. Giacopassi and Stein (1989) noted
that alcohol has been a major role in America’s crimes, and in over half of all
murders, rapes, and assaults, the offender and/or victim has been drinking.
Without exception, alcohol in the military causes violent crimes. With the
masculine subculture, drinking alcohol will not only increase the relaxation of

soldiers, but increase the possibility of criminal misbehaviors as well.
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In addition, several studies have revealed that alcohol use and illicit drug
use are consistently related to age, gender, educational level, marital status, and
rank (Beary, Mazzuchi, & Richie, 1983; Bray, et al, 1995; Giacopassi, et al.,
1989). In other words, young male soldiers, who have lower educational level
and rank, are more likely to use alcohol and illicit drugs in the military, and then

more likely to commit violent crimes.

5. Marriage and overseas missions in foreign country

In 1989, approximately 51% of all enlisted soldiers in the Army were
married and 37 % were single (see Lakhani, 1994). However, somewhat old but
only empirical research on military crime and marital status, which was
conducted in 1946, revealed that about 53 % of all military prisoners were single,
and 39% were married (MacCormick & Evjen, 1946). This figure suggests the
needs for investigation of military crimes and marital status. However, this
problem is not that simple in a foreign setting.

Abundant research on military and on its members’ families revealed that
about 37 % of soldiers residing with their spouse could expect to be separated
for thirty days or more, and at any given time, 8 % of Army soldiers are separated
from their spouse for active-duty service (see Rohall et al., 1999). These frequent
separations are due to high mobility, the nature of military life itself and lack of
residence places in military bases around foreign countries (Coates et al., 1965).
They cause soldiers to experience guilt for leaving families, anxiety, depression,
and family conflicts, such as divorce and destabilization of family (Rohall et al.,
1999). These emotional or physical conflicts cause alcohol consumption, and
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then increase the possibility of criminal activities (Li et al., 1991).

Coates et al. (1965) argued that soldiers experience discontinuity in
social control when they are deployed to a foreign country, and one of the
disappearing social control institutes is the family, especially the spouse. If a
soldier is assigned to a foreign country and he or she moves to the country with a
spouse, the soldier may feel their attachment to spouse, and then he or she will
be less likely to commit crime. Conversely, it is logical to think that a solider who
is married but assigned to a foreign country without his or her spouse, may be
more likely to suffer family conflict (based on Rohall et al.’s result), then the
soldier may not feel attachment to the spouse or family.

In addition to the complicated problem of marriage, based on this
author’s interview with a Captain in the U.S. Marine Corps, most of the soldiers
who are assigned to an overseas mission are single. When the soldiers are
married, they have to choose one of two options: staying for 6 months or 1 year
without spouse, or staying for 3 years with spouses (Richard A. Dickey, Personal
Interview, March 20, 2001). So most of them choose to stay one year or less for
the overseas mission without their spouse because they are supposed to be
back earlier (Richard A. Dickey, Personal Interview, March 20, 2001), and they
will not have problems in settling down with their family in a foreign country
(Rohall et al., 1999). The problems in settling-down include a lack of residence
facilities and child-care facilities, and a far different social culture and language
barrier (Coates et al., 1965; Rohall et al., 1999). Thus, soldiers tend to
accompany their spouses in deployment to certain foreign countries, such as

European countries, but not to certain other countries. For example, in 1994, the
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soldiers, in the 2" Battalion (PATRIOT) 7*" Air Defense Artillery Regiment, moved
to Europe with spouses right after the six months deployment without spouses in

Korea (Rohall et al., 1999). Thus, marriage may not affect a soldier’'s behavior in

Korea because many married soldiers do not accompany their spouses, but it

may have an effect on the behavior in European countries.

6. The deployment location and its environments

In this section, this author will argue that different Army deployment
locations will affect a soldier’s pattern of criminal behaviors. In other words, when
a soldier is deployed to Korea, several social environments, such as culture and
laws, socialize the soldiers and may influence them in the way of committing
criminal behaviors. Social process theorists of criminology argue that individuals
may commit crime based on their social experiences, and the process of
socialization may include social learning and differential association (Einstadter
et al., 1995; Vold et al., 1998). Thus, it is logical to think that if there are different
social environments in Korea, the soldiers, who are stationed in Korea, may be
socialized by the environments and behave according to acquired knowledge
from them. In this research, the prejudice and the perception on the SOFA will be
discussed in terms of the different military subculture among soldiers in Korea.

However, since little research has been conducted in the U.S. on
studying prejudice between Americans and Asians and the SOFA between the
U.S. and Korea, this author will largely rely on Korean research on those topics in
this argument. Most of the Korean research on the U.S. military crimes in Korea

focuses on prejudice of the U.S. military personnel against Koreans, particularly
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Korean women, and the unequal provisions in the SOFA (e.g., NCECUSTK,
2000). Their arguments are based on imperialism, racial prejudice and ethnic
superiority, political power structure and unequal SOFA provisions, and sexual
exploitation by American soldiers. This author categorizes these into two
categories: prejudice and the SOFA.

Prejudice: The prejudice has two sub-arguments: U.S. military
personnel’'s prejudice against Koreans (ethnocentrism or even racism) and
prejudice against Korean women (sexual exploitation).

First, historically, U.S. military personnel have been blamed for their
racially biased behaviors, such as genocide of the Viethamese. Research, which
was conducted after the Vietnam War, revealed that white soldiers who were
incarcerated for violent crimes against Vietnamese persons were six times as
many as the black soldiers who were incarcerated for these crimes (Kroll, 1976).
Kroll concluded that the white soldiers generalized certain racial prejudices to
include the Vietnamese, and consequently viewed the Vietnamese with a mixture
of suspicion, fearfulness, and disdain.

Even in peacetime, Coates et al. (1965, p. 400) argued that military
personnel normally possess ethnocentrism, which was defined as “the tendency
of persons to judge other cultures by the standards of judgment prevailing in their
own”. Although ethnocentrism is a universal feeling among the people of the
world, American servicemen are subjected to the feeling when they were
assigned to a foreign country (Coates et al., 1965). For extreme example,
research found and argued that Canadian peacekeepers committed violent

crimes against Somalians based on racial prejudice, and these prejudices have
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stemmed from racism and ethnocentrism (Brodeur, 1997). Thus, based on the
prejudicial perceptions, U.S. military personnel perceive Koreans and Korean
culture with disdain and “lower class people without future” (Coates et al., 1965,
p. 401).

Secondly, U.S. military personnel prejudice against Korean women is
well visualized in recent research. Sturdevant and Stoltzfus (1992) studied the
women prostitutes in three Asian countries, and argued that there is no difference
between Japanese “comfort women” and prostitutes for U.S. soldiers, except the
prostitutes for U.S. soldiers were volunteers, not prisoners. One thing even worse
than Japanese’s “comfort women” is that U.S. soldiers sell their properties to new
military arrivals, and the property includes their local house, furniture, and their
local girlfriends (NCECUSTK, 2000;Moon, 1997; Sturdevant et al., 1992).

However, there is something largely omitted by such researchers. Those
are Koreans’ prejudice against different ethnic groups and cultures and Koreans'
prejudice against Korean women. First, Korea has a long history of homogeneity.
For over five thousand years, the Korean people have been protecting their blood
from invasions by foreign countries (Kim & Park, 1980). As Tumin and his
colleagues argued that homogeneous group members are more likely to be
prejudiced toward people outside of the group (Tumin, Barton, & Burrus, 1958),
Kim and his colleague (1980) argued that Korean people tend to be defensive or
even prejudiced toward foreigners. Especially, when the Korean War began,
most Korean lay persons saw black people for the first time. Throughout the war,
Korean people had seen the “white soldier’s prejudice toward black soldiers”

(Graham, 1996; Shenon, 1996), and even now they are educated by Hollywood
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cinema on “the white American manhood” (Kennedy, 1996, p. 96). In the most
famous research on American military, “The American Soldier”, Schwartz et al.
(1999) argued that it was widely believed that black soldiers were lazy,
uninterested in personal advance, and simply they are not fit to do their jobs, as
combat soldiers, but that they were more violent and crime prone.

Thus, Koreans are not an exception for believing in black soldiers’
deficiencies and criminality based on social prejudice imported from outside of
Korea. And this is a problematic issue between Korean people and black soldiers
in Korea. Korean people think black soldiers commit more violent crimes that
white (NCECUSTK, 2000), and they may treat black soldiers based on their
prejudice.

Secondly, researchers should have studied Korean male’s attitudes
toward females. Moon (1997) mentioned that Korean males regard prostitution
for U.S. soldiers as physical and psychological self-marginalization, and that
even the Korean government uses women prostitutes for U.S. soldiers as
instruments for enhancing the friendly relationship between U.S. and Korea. She

further noticed:

The vast majority of these women have experienced in common the pain of
contempt and stigma from the mainstream Korean society. These women have
been and are treated as trash, “the lowest of the low,” in a Korean society
characterized by classist (family/educational status-oriented) distinctions and

discrimination. (p. 3).

29



Thus, based on this prejudice against Korean female prostitutes for U.S. soldiers,
Korean police do not pay attention to rape committed by U.S. soldiers in Korea,
and they hand over the cases to the U.S. military authority in Korea, then the
cases are reduced or even disappear (NCECUSTK, 2000). Therefore, to some
degree, Korean people’s prejudice against these women causes degradation of
them, and may contribute to U.S. soldiers’ imperial behavidrs against them.

SOFA: The SOFA stands for the Status of Forces Agreement between
the U.S. and the countries around the world in which the U.S. armed forces are
stationed. On any given day, the U.S. armed forces have “140,000 soldiers and
civilians deployed in 65 different countries” in the world (US Army, 2001). In
Korea, about 37,000 U.S. soldiers assigned to the 8" U.S. Army, the 2" Infantry
Division, the U.S. Air Force, and Navy are stationed in Korea (Korean
Department of Defense, 1999). The SOFA is the only means of governing the
37,000 U.S. armed forces in Korea and protecting them from any possible
maltreatment by Korea. This law was mutually agreed to in 1967, and this was
revised in 1991 and in 2000. However, the SOFA recently has drawn the Korean
public’s attention bigger than ever, because of Korean civilian interest groups
which are blaming the SOFA for its invasion of sovereignty of Korea. In this
section, the current critique on the SOFA, and its problematic structure will be
discussed to bolster one possible difference causing the U.S. military crime in
Korea.

According to the social control theorists’ arguments, a law should have a
control effect on certain crimes when the law is obeyed, or at least, considered to

be worth obeying (Einstadter et al., 1995; Vold et al., 1998). Thus, it is assumed
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that the SOFA has a control effect on U.S. military personnel’s criminal behaviors
in Korea because this law is legally governing the 37,000 U.S. armed forces in
Korea. And, that is not because the crimes draw the Korean public’s attention,
but because the crimes should be punished properly and because the law should
have no exception for the crimes.

However, the reality is somewhat different. According to the Korean
Department of Justice report in 1994, between 1985 and 1991 (7 years), the
mean number of the U.S. military crime cases was 1095, but between 1991 and
1998 (7 years), the mean number of the crime cases sharply decreased to 608
(Korean Department of Justice (KDJ), 1994). The NCECUSTK explained that the
sharp decrease in U.S. military crime was not because of revision of the SOFA in
1991, but because of the Korean public’s attention to the crime right after the
Yoon, Kum-i murder case occurred (NCECUSTK, 2000). The NCECUSTK
argued that since the SOFA between the U.S. and Korea was revised in 1991,
the provisions prohibiting Korean courts’ jurisdiction over U.S. military violent
crimes were not substantially changed (NCECUSTK, 2000).

This explanation of the decrease seems to be reasonable because the
number of the U.S. soldiers who committed violent crimes in Korea has
continuously increased from 125 to 182 between 1996 and 1998 (Hong, 1999).
Hong (1999) asserted in the “Annual Parliamentary inspection 1999:
Interpellation on U.S. military crime to administers of Kyungki province police
agency” that the U.S. military violent crime has been increasing, but still 95 % of
these crimes are processed without local police’s arresting or detaining the
perpetrators.
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Moreover, based on the NCECUSTK's research, compared to crimes
committed by other foreigners in Korea, which are dealt with by the Korean
criminal justice system, the crimes committed by the U.S. military personnel are
an exception for the Korean criminal courts, so that an average of only 1.7% of
all U.S. military crimes have been adjudicated by Korean courts (KDJ, 1994; see
also NCECUSTK, 2000, p. 3). This adjudication rate is important because the
rate represents the magnitude of Korean courts’ judicial power over U.S. military
crime, and supports the NCECUSTK'’s arguments saying the SOFA does not
have the expected control effects on the military crimes.

Based on a review of the literature, the problems of the SOFA can be
categorized into two perspectives: problem in the structure of the SOFA and
problem in administration of the SOFA. First, the SOFA between the U.S. and
Korea has several unfair provisions, such as the Articles 4, 5, 22 and 23 (Lee,
1999a; NCECUSTK, 2000). Among them, the Article 22, which regulates criminal
jurisdiction, is the most favorable to the perpetrators of the U.S. military crime
(Boo, 2000; KDJ, 1994; Lee, 1999a; Lee, 2000; NCECUSTK, 2000). This Article
has been criticized for having “sympathetic consideration” phrase in the provision,
because based on the “sympathetic consideration” phrase, Korean criminal
justice authority should turn over any criminal case to the U.S. military authority,
when it is asked to do so (Lee, 1999a; NCECUSTK, 2000). Even the Korean Bar
Association has begun to publicly blame invasion of sovereignty of Korea and her
judicial rights, and unfairness of the SOFA compared to the SOFA between
NATO or Japan and the U.S. (Han, 1996; Lee, 1999b; NCECUSTK, 2000).

However, in the U.S. soldiers’ murder of Koreans, most of the cases
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were adjudicated by the Korean criminal justice system with local police’s arrest
and detention of the perpetrators (NCECUSTK, 2000). For example, in 1996, two
murders occurred and one of those cases was adjudicated by a Korean court.
There were two murder cases in 1998, and both murder cases were dealt with by
Korea (KDJ, 1994). This attributes to revision of the SOFA in 1991, and because
of Korean public’'s antagonism against U.S. military crime perpetrators
(NCECUSTK, 2000). But, most of the crimes except murder were transferred to
the U.S. authority, and the cases were decreased or even disappeared because
of administrative protection of the U.S. military authority (NCECUSTK, 2000).
Secondly, military crime prosecution or punishment largely depend on
military commanders’ discretion (Coleman, Gaboury, Murray & Seymour, 1999,
Chapter 3, section 3). Coleman et al. summarized the military commanders’

possible four disposition decisions as followings:

1. The commander may choose to take no action.

2. The commander may initiate administrative action against a service member.

3. The commander may dispose of the offense with nonjudicial punishment.

4. The commander may dispose of the offense by court-martial. If the
commander decides that the offense is serious enough to warrant trial by
court-martial, the commander may exercise the fourth option, preferring and

forwarding charges. (chapter 3, section 3).

Thus, based on the commander’s discretion, the actual crime and its punishment

may vary. If a commander has a notorious crime case against civilians, the
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commander tends to promptly dissolve the crime as soon as possible by
punishing the crime perpetrator according to his or her own discretion, because
prompt punishment may decrease the public’'s negative perception on the military
(Bryant, 1979).

Therefore, with the unfair SOFA provision, a commander may request
the Korean authority for the “sympathetic consideration,” and then, may try to
reduce negative perception with prompt punishment, and to protect his or her
soldiers from being treated by foreigners. In this case, most of the prompt
punishment is administrative punishment or referring offenders to summary or
special court-martial, not general court-martial because the general court-martial
requires more time than other courts’ processes take (Coleman et al., 1999), and
because the commander needs swift resolution. In addition to this, the negative
perception of the Korean public and police toward prostitutes contributes to the
high rate of disappearance of the rape cases (this was discussed previous
section, “prejudice”) (NCECUSTK, 2000).

In sum, based on the two problems of the SOFA, U.S. military personnel
may perceive the SOFA as a nominal law, and then, the SOFA does not have
proper control effects over the sex offenses. In other words, the recent SOFA and
its administration cannot socialize the soldiers in Korea to obey the SOFA and
the commanders to administer the SOFA fairly because of the U.S. military

personnel’s perceptions on it.
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lll. Research Questions

1. Two main gquestions

As mentioned in the previous section, this research is comprised of
largely two parts: the general factors and the differential factors. Thus the two
main questions are the following:

0. Do U.S. Army personnel commit more violent crime than property

crime?

0. Do U.S. Army personnel commit more sex offenses in foreign

countries than in the continental U.S.?

2. Specific research questions derived from the previous research

The general factors include the masculine paradigm, the combat
paradigm, military rank structure, and alcohol consumption. Several research
questions derived from these factors:

1. Do male soldiers commit more violent crime than female soldiers do?

2. Do combat unit personnel of the U.S. Army commit more violent

crime than non-combat unit (support units) personnel of the U.S.
Army?

3. Do lower ranked soldiers commit more violent crime than higher

ranked soldiers do?

4. Are soldiers who drink alcohol more likely to commit violent crime

than those who are sober?

The differential factors include marriage and the deployment location.
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The research questions derived from those factors are the following:

5. Do soldiers, who are not married or are not living with their spouse,
commit more sex offenses than those who are married or are living
with their spouse in foreign countries?

6. Do soldiers, who are stationed in Korea, commit more sex offenses
than those who are stationed either in the U.S. or in the European
countries, because of different deployment locations and their

environments?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

I. Data Collection Procedure and Sample

1. Data collection procedure

The source of the data, which is used in this study, is the U.S. Army
Judiciary. This author sent a letter asking the data set to the U.S. Army Judiciary
under the Freedom of Information Act, and the data was extracted from the Army
Court-Martial Information System (ACMIS) including the variables mentioned in

the previous section.

2. Sample

The subjects in this data are the U.S. Army soldiers, who were accused
between 1995 and 2000 for their criminal activities in the continental U.S., in
European countries, or in Korea. The data has total 2795 cases. Among those
cases, 667 cases (24% out of total) were involved with violent crimes and 2128
cases (76% out of total) were involved with property crimes. The sample is
predominantly male (94% of the sample). The mean age of the violent crime
perpetrators is about 30 years-old, while the mean age of the property crime
perpetrators is about 29 years-old. The majority of the military crime perpetrators
are white and black soldiers (about 88% of the total crimes) compared to other

ethnic groups.
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Il. Variables

1. Independent variables

The independent variables in this research are the general factors and
the differential factors. The general factors include gender (masculine paradigm),
the MOS (combat paradigm), rank (military rank structure), and alcohol
consumption. The differential factors include marital status (marriage) and the

deployment location. (See Table 2)

2. Dependent variables

There are two dependent variables: the first one for the general factors is
the type of crime, i.e., violent crime or property crime, and the second one for the
differential factors is the type of violent crime, i.e., rape or other violent crimes,
such as murder or manslaughter. The crime types include two categories: one is
violent crime including premeditated murder, unpremeditated murder, voluntary
manslaughter, involuntary manslaughter, rape, carnal knowledge. The second
category is property crime including robbery, burglary, larceny of military property
and larceny of nonmilitary property.

The type of violent crime, the second dependent variable, is drawn from
only violent crime cases, and is recoded into two categories: one is sex offense
including rape and carnal knowledge, and another is other violent crime including
murder and manslaughter. As the “carnal knowledge” is defined in the Uniform
Code of Military Justice, it means sexual intercourse under circumstances not

amounting to rape in this research.
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3. Control variables

The variables of educational level and race (ethnicity) of the U.S. Army
personnel are used as control variables. Since about 94% of the subjects in this
sample have the four-year of college or graduate educations, comparison across
educational levels of the accused soldiers was impossible. Therefore,
educational level was dichotomized to “graduate work” or “lower than graduate
work” which included “high school certificate”, “four-year high school” and “four-
year college.”

In the light of the literature review, Korean people may have prejudice
against black soldiers, not against white, Hispanic or other ethical soldiers. In
addition, the sample has almost half of the black accused soldiers (about 46%).

Thus, the race variable was also dichotomized to “black” and “nonblack.”
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Ill. Operational Definitions

1. Locations

The location means that where the U.S. Army personnel are deployed,
and where the U.S. Army personnel commit crimes. This variable has three
categories: Korea, the U.S., and Europe countries. This variable later is used as

the deployment location variable.

2. Circuit courts

There are six Army circuit courts for the entire U.S. Army. The first four
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